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Opinion

The U.S. has followed the UK, Australia, and others in 
mandating public release of publicly funded research, in-
cluding data.5 We hope this brings a cultural change in favor 
of consistently reproducible computational research.6 

—D. H. Bailey 
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory 

dhbailey@lbl.gov

—J. M. Borwein 
University of Newcastle, Australia 

jonathan.borwein@newcastle.edu.au

—Victoria Stodden 
Columbia University 

vcs2115@columbia.edu

funding stops. Researchers are busy running new projects 
without time or money to preserve the old. Given the ever-
increasing importance of computation and software, such 
attitudes and practices must change.

Finally, standards for peer review must be strengthened. 
Editors and reviewers must insist on rigorous verification 
and validity testing, along with full disclosure of com-
putational details.4 Some details might be relegated to a 
website, with assurances this information will persist and 
remain accessible. 

Exceptions exist, such as where proprietary, medical, 
or other confidentiality issues arise, but authors need to 
present such issues upon submission, and reviewers and 
editors must agree such exceptions are reasonable.

Many tools help in replicating past results (by the re-
searcher or others). Some ease literate programming and 
publishing computer code either as commented code or as 
notebooks. Others capture provenance of a computation 
or the complete software environment. Version control 
systems are not new, but current tools facilitate use for 
collaboration and archiving complete project histories. 

4Redefine misconduct as distorted reporting, by Daniele Fanelli, 
Nature, February 13, 2013. 

5Increasing access to the results of federally funded scientific 
research, memorandum of the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy, February 22, 2013. 
6See the workshop report at http://www.davidhbailey.com/
dhbpapers/icerm-report.pdf and on Wiki at http://wiki.
stodden.net.
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Does this mean we should cede 
control over these courses, or over the 
training of future mathematics teach-
ers? Of course not. But we should ac-
knowledge not only that others have a 
right to be at the table, but also that we 
have failed to adequately meet their 
needs. What is needed is true collab-
orative discourse, treating the PCAST 
report as a wakeup call and making an 
honest effort to explore all reasonable 
solutions. And yes, involving those 
pesky physicists and engineers in the 
teaching of our courses is reasonable. 

—Tevian Dray
Oregon State University 

tevian@math.oregonstate.edu

(Received October 15, 2012)

Is Your Journey Really 
Necessary?
“Is your journey really necessary?”, 
asked the posters in wartime  
Britain. This question has to be asked 
again now that catastrophic climate 
change has become an imminent 
threat. Trips to meetings and confer-
ences are, of course, good for math-
ematicians and for mathematics, but 
the health of the planet is more im-
portant. In the last two years I did 

not go to any conferences involving 
otherwise unnecessary air travel. In a 
sense this is easy for me: I am at the 
end of my career. Yet I feel an intense 
regret each time I turn down such an 
invitation, especially when it is com-
ing from good friends.

—Adam Koranyi 
H. H. Lehman College, CUNY 

adam.koranyi@lehman.cuny.edu

(Received February 19, 2013)

Fellows Program 
It is with great sorrow that I resign my 
membership in the AMS. I have been 
a member for many years but I can-
not stomach the silly, elitist Fellows 
Program which was rammed down 
the throats of the members despite 
having been initially voted down. The 
theory as originally proposed was that 
mathematicians have not received the 
respect they deserve from the rest of 
the scientific community and having a 
Fellows Program should help the pro-
fession and its members to be taken 
more seriously. I feel certain that this 
will not happen. Mathematicians have 
not received the respect and recogni-
tion they deserve for a variety of his-
toric reasons, one of which is surely 

Who Should Teach Mathematics 
Courses?
I was both pleased and dismayed 
by the article in the October 2012 
Notices about the PCAST report, and 
the accompanying Opinion piece. 
Pleased, because both articles say 
good things at the end about how to 
move forward. Dismayed, because the 
dominant message is one of outrage 
that we, the only experts in town, 
weren’t consulted.

Yes, mathematicians are entitled 
to a seat at the table; we should have 
been part of PCAST, and we should 
be “actively engaged” in the process 
of improving all STEM education, not 
merely in mathematics. But please, 
let’s acknowledge reality. Of course 
faculty from “mathematics-intensive 
disciplines other than mathematics” 
can teach such mathematics courses 
as calculus, linear algebra, and dif-
ferential equations. Quite possibly 
better than we can—they’re bilingual, 
having mastered our treatment of the 
mathematics as well as the treatment 
appropriate to their own discipline. 
They know better than we do what’s 
important for the vast majority of 
our students, who do not aspire to 
become professional mathematicians.

http://www.davidhbailey.com/dhbpapers/icerm-report.pdf
http://www.davidhbailey.com/dhbpapers/icerm-report.pdf
http://wiki.stodden.net
http://wiki.stodden.net
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jealousy of their intellectual power. 
A Fellows Program will not change 
the feelings of other scientists one 
bit. The Fellows Program will, how-
ever, undoubtedly cause bad feelings 
among members of the mathematics 
profession. The argument that other 
professions have similar programs 
should not serve as an excuse for bad 
behavior on the part of mathemati-
cians. I am now a doctor. I have to 
put up with the fact that medicine 
is extremely hierarchical. I don’t like 
it but that’s just how it is and I can’t 
do anything to change it. Would that 
mathematics had continued to be 
more egalitarian! It is also the case 
that the Fellows Program in my pres-
ent profession (gastroenterology) is 
much more egalitarian than the AMS’s 
program. One applies to be a Fellow 
of the American Gastroenterology 
Association; one does not need to be 
nominated. Furthermore, the criteria 
for becoming a Fellow include service 
as well as research so that anyone 
who is willing to do sufficient work 
has a good chance of becoming a 
Fellow if that’s his or her desire. In 
conclusion, I am very disappointed in 
the AMS. Please accept my immediate 
resignation.

—Marjorie McCracken, MD, Ph.D.
University of California 

at San Francisco 
margemccr@gmail.com

(Received February 11, 2013)
 

Author-Pay Solution for Math 
Journals
I was frightened when I read about the 
author-pay solution for the math jour-
nals, in your interview with President 
Friedlander [Notices, February 2013]. 
And the figure you mention: US$2,000 
per article!

What this means is that mathema-
ticians from poor countries—and 
I don’t have to go farther than the 
Portugal where I live now—will be 
prevented from publishing in such 
journals. This is a cynical way of kill-
ing research in many countries!

People are usually paid to work. 
For many of us mathematicians, to 
work means to publish. So we will be 
charged when we work. Unbelievable!

Sorry for sending you such a politi-
cally incorrect letter!

—J. M. S. Simões-Pereira 
University of Coimbra 

siper@mat.uc.pt

(Received February 20, 2013) 

Steklov on Severi
In their interesting article (Notices, 
September 2012), J. Goodstein and 
D. Babbitt show how Francesco Severi, 
a one-time member of the Italian So-
cialist Party, turned into a protagonist 
of Mussolini’s Fascist regime. The 
following excerpt from The Recol-
lections of the Russian academician 
V. A. Steklov (see Scientific Legacy 
17 (1991), “Nauka”, Leningrad, pp. 
271–272; translation from the Rus-
sian is mine), describes an event 
that happened in the summer of 
1912. (Steklov was a professor at St. 
Petersburg University at that time, 
and the same year he was elected 
to the Russian Academy of Sciences 
as a Full Member.) In my opinion, 
this excerpt sheds some light on 
the above-mentioned conversion of 
Severi because he was an adherent 
of brute-force actions to defend his 
point of view.

“A part of summer [vacations] we 
[Steklov and his wife Olga] spent in 
several towns located on the lake 
shores in Northern Italy. [… ] Then 
we went to Padua via Desenzano. In 
Padua, I visited professor Tullio Levi-
Civita in his luxurious flat (a part of 
the house belonging to his father—a 
mayor of Padua). […] T. Levi-Civita 
had acquainted us with with d’Arcais, 
N. Cisotti, Loria and Francesco 
Severi—professors of mathematics in 
Padua. One evening they gave a din-
ner party for us in the best restaurant. 
[…]

“During the dinner, we talked about 
the current situation in universities in 
Italy and in my country, about customs 
prevailing in these institutions, teach-
ing methods, etc. Meanwhile, they told 
me about seeing off their colleague 
Francesco Severi to a one-month exile 
to Bologna that had to happen within a 
few days. (Severi—one of the brightest 
Italian scientists—was at that dinner 
as well.) The thing is that the separa-
tion of church and state was discussed 

during our trip to Italy. The University 
of Padua had supported the separa-
tion. A part of students (Roman Catho-
lics) was dissatisfied; they initiated a 
wave of protests, but some professors 
began to argue with students. The 
hot Tuscan F. Severi was the most 
zealous. Some students began to 
press him hard and one of them said 
something harsh. The response of  
F. Severi—a strong man—followed 
immediately; he, putting it simply, 
smashed the student’s face. Thus, 
the controversy about the separation 
of church and state passed, as they 
say, into a completely different plane. 
The conflict had been considered by 
a certain newly established panel of 
judges, and their verdict was to exile 
F. Severi to Bologna for a month. 
To my question what must happen 
when the exile term expires my hosts 
responded plainly that after his rest 
from lectures Severi would return to 
his duties in Padua as if nothing had 
happened.”

To finish the story of the relation-
ship between Steklov and Severi, it is 
worth mentioning that, twelve years 
after the described events, Steklov 
initiated the procedure of election of 
Severi (along with J. C. Fields, G. H. 
Hardy, A. Kneser, E. Landau, P. Pain-
levé, and S. Zaremba) to the Russian 
Academy of Sciences as a Foreign 
Member. Steklov was a vice president 
of the Academy from 1919 to his un-
timely death in 1926, and his work 
was crucial for the survival of Russian 
science during that hard time.

 
—Nikolay G. Kuznetsov

Russian Academy of
 Sciences, St. Petersburg

nikolay.g.kuznetsov@gmail.com

(Received February 21, 2013)

Dyson in von Neumann’s Garden
Freeman Dyson’s “A walk through 
Johnny von Neumann’s garden” 
(Notices, February 2013) is a charm-
ing personal view of a broad swath 
of mathematical research. Unfor-
tunately, in his treatment of game 
theory, Dyson makes two errors.

On page 156, he writes: “Johnny 
found the answer, which turned out to 
be a deep mathematical theorem. For 
a game with only two players, there 
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exists a unique strategy which gives 
each of them the best outcome on the 
average.” The errors in this statement 
are easily corrected. von Neumann’s 
Minimax Theorem does not hold for 
all two-person games. He proved it 
for zero-sum, two-person games with 
a finite number of pure strategies. 
Also, the optimal strategies need not 
be unique.

I also find Dyson’s translation of 
the title of von Neumann’s 1928 paper 
as “Theory of Party Games” strange 
and, more important, contrary to 
von Neumann’s intentions. The cor-
rect translation is “On the Theory 
of Games of Strategy” (see Annals of 
Mathematics Study 40, for the trans-
lation of the 1928 paper which was 
made by Sonya Bargmann).

 
—Harold W. Kuhn

Princeton University
kuhn@princeton.edu

(Received February 27, 2013) 

Mathematicians Surviving WWII 
in Poland
In an otherwise interesting article 
by Freeman Dyson “A walk through 
Johnny von Neumann’s garden” [No-
tices 60 (2), February 2013], there is 
a disturbing statement concerning 
Polish mathematicians. The author, 
describing his contact with Hugo 
Steinhaus, states that “…those [math-
ematicians] who survived [World War 
II] in Poland were all Gentiles”. This 
type of sweeping generalization is 
never true but what Freeman Dyson 
is apparently unaware of is that he 
contradicts himself. Hugo Steinhaus 
was a Polish Jew, who survived the 
war hiding among Poles in Poland. 
One can read about it in his autobi-
ography (Hugo Steinhaus, Wspom-
nienia i Zapiski (Remembrances and 
Notes), in Polish, Aneks Publishers, 
London 1992, ISBN 0-906601-99-1). 
He was, certainly, not the only Jew 
who survived the war in Poland, and 
not the only major mathematician. 
There were many more, Kazimierz 
Kuratowski and Edward (Szpilrajn) 
Marczewski, among others.

Hugo Steinhaus seems to have “bad 
luck” in recent American mathemati-
cal publications. In a biography of 
Alfred Tarski (Life and Logic by Anita 

Burdman Feferman and Solomon Fe-
ferman, Cambridge University Press, 
2004, ISBN 0-521-8240-7), the authors 
claim in turn (p. 68) that Steinhaus 
was “…the only Jewish [university 
mathematics] professor in [pre-war] 
Poland.” This is, again, not true. Ka-
zimierz Kuratowski, a Polish Jew, 
was a full professor in both Lwów 
and Warsaw Universities (Kazimierz 
Kuratowski, A Half Century of Polish 
Mathematics, Remembrances and Re-
flections, Pergamon Press, 1980, ISBN 
0-08-023046-6).

It is expected that the information 
provided in the Notices of the AMS 
should be accurate especially since 
the publication has such a wide im-
pact in mathematical communities. 

—Przemo T. Kranz
University of Mississippi
mmkranz@olemiss.edu

(Received April 11, 2013) 

Response to Kranz and Kuhn
I am grateful to Przemo Kranz and 
Harold Kuhn for correcting my mis-
takes.

To Przemo Kranz I can only apolo-
gize for my carelessness. I was report-
ing what I remembered and did not 
check the facts.

To Harold Kuhn I would reply that 
the translation of “Gesellschafts-
spiele” is a matter of taste. Kuhn’s 
“Games of Strategy” is a free transla-
tion. My translation “Party Games” is 
literally correct and is supported by 
the fact that von Neumann explicitly 
mentions poker as an example to 
which his theory applies.

 
—Freeman Dyson 

Institute for Advanced Study, 
Princeton 

dyson@ias.edu

(Received April 22, 2013) 

On “Drowning in the Data 
Deluge”
George E. Andrews's retiring presi-
dential address (Notices, August 
2012) deserves careful rereading. It 
starts by noting that the NSF’s [Na-
tional Science Foundation] director of 
the DMS [Division of Mathematical 
Sciences] wants its name changed to 

the Division of Mathematical and Sta- 
tistical Sciences and then raises hard 
questions about measuring value and 
the impact of the mountains of data 
we are generating.

Mining those mountains for in-
formation that may affect our lives 
is essential, but anyone who has ex-
perienced the sudden flash of in-
sight that solves a problem knows its 
limits. How much of our resources 
should go into the mines and how 
much into the search for insight? 
To answer we must measure value. 
Andrews quotes some who would 
reduce it to a single number and in 
rebuttal presents the singular case 
of Henry B. Mann. Born in 1905 to a 
Jewish family in Vienna, he arrived a 
refugee in 1938, supporting himself 
by tutoring students. His 1942 paper 
proving the Schnirelmann-Landau 
conjecture had only 28 citations but 
won the 1946 Cole Prize for Algebra, 
while his 1947 paper introducing the 
Mann-Whitney U-test, a standard tool 
in non-parametric statistics, accumu-
lated thousands of citations but no 
prizes. What measures value better, 
the judgment of those who awarded 
the prize or the statistics of citations? 
Both papers are invaluable; we would 
be poorer without either.

To complicate matters further, An-
drews observes that only four Fields 
Medalists have written papers with 
more than five hundred citations. Not 
mentioned is that others have written 
more than one paper with over 500 
citations, none honored with prizes. 
It is easy to tell when an outstanding 
problem is solved, harder to know 
when a new idea is fundamental. 
Prizes mark the first, accumulating 
citations the second. Some oft-cited 
but unhonored papers are the ones 
that introduced the concepts fram-
ing problems whose solutions earned 
prizes. If the prizes suggest that we 
would be poorer without the solutions 
then we would certainly be poorer 
still had the problems themselves not 
even been recognized. The conclusion 
Andrews forces on us is that there 
is no single measure of value, and 
whatever it is, sometimes only time 
reveals it.

To return, what’s in a name? 
A choice of name can subtly influ- 
ence the allocation of resources.  
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Recognizing that other disciplines and 
society at large need to understand the  
impact that mathematics can have, in 
1966 I initiated the joint AMS-AAAS 
symposia on Some Mathematical 
Questions in Biology. The Society later 
abandoned them. The subject was 
right and its importance has grown 
but perhaps the name was wrong. 
Changing the name of the DMS may 
augur a shift in resources from semi-
nars to mines; the name highlights our 
measure of value. Andrews warns us 
to be watchful.

—Murray Gerstenhaber 
University of Pennsylvania 

mgersten@math.upenn.edu

Received March 1, 2013 

Raoul Bott at the Center of a 
Celebration
I greatly enjoyed the article in the 
April 2013 Notices “Remembering 
Raoul Bott”. I knew Raoul as both an 
undergraduate (class of 1970—he was 
my advisor) and a Ph.D. student at 
Harvard. I wanted to share with you 
one picture to add to the wonderful 
collection in the article. It was taken on 
May 2, 1981, with Raoul in the center. 
From left to right are the mathemati-
cians Ian Morrison, David Mumford, 
Barry Mazur, RB, myself, and John 
Morgan, holding Judy Moore, who was 
for a long time the administrator of 

the Harvard Math Department. This 
was on the day of our wedding.

—Henry C. Pinkham
Columbia University
hcp3@columbia.edu

(Received March 25, 2013)

Stereotyping Mathematicians
It’s not bad enough that the general 
public stereotypes mathematicians? 
Do we have to do it to ourselves? 
Ronald Lipsman’s opinion piece, “The 
Math Gene: A Ticket to Wealth or 
Nerdiness” (Notices, December 2012) 
stereotypes mathematicians as so-
cially awkward, unathletic, unkempt, 
impractical introverts. It represents 
an instance of “friendly fire” against 
the public image of mathematicians 
and goes so far as to advocate perpet-
uating this stereotype to the next gen-
eration of potential mathematicians. 
This stereotype, like many before it, is 
undeserved. I don’t know with whom 
Lipsman “hangs out”, but my observa-
tions show that: mathematicians are 
athletic and they can not only change 
the oil in their cars, but can replace 
water pumps and alternators. They 
are musicians and actors and, if they 
miss “poker night” once in a while, 
it is because they are busy studying 
a beautiful, profound, vast subject 
with far-reaching consequences, not 
just “cracking numerous mathemati-
cal puzzles.” They are socially skilled; 
they exhibit “... extraordinary creativ-

ity, and originality...a willingness...
to take great risks, an aggressive, 
self-confident, and strong-willed per-
sonality; persistence and single-mind-
edness; an ability to read people and 
gauge their desires, an inclination to 
defy convention, and a lack of concern 
about what others think of them.” He 
is right to say that mathematicians 
lead lives of “honesty, fulfillment, a 
sense of doing something worthy”; 
have “a camaraderie with others who 
are similarly endowed”; and receive 
respect from the people they serve, 
but stops short of believing they are 
admired. In my experience they also 
receive admiration from the people 
they serve. Whether or not mathemati-
cians dress well is a matter of opinion, 
but some have collaborated with de-
signer Dai Fujiwara using Riemannian 
geometry to design groundbreaking 
new styles of dress. They are leaders 
of men (and women) and are definitely 
“cool!”. And, yes, there are many ex-
amples of mathematicians acquiring 
great wealth.

I’m certain Lipsman meant no harm 
but it’s not cute anymore for anyone, 
especially ourselves, to stereotype 
mathematicians as nerds or think that 
some people have the math gene and 
others don’t. The perpetuation of this 
image of mathematicians is bad for 
our profession. These negative, nerdy 
images get stuck in the collective sub-
conscious of the populace, and can af-
fect recruitment into mathematics as 
well as policy and funding decisions 
for the mathematical sciences. 

Stop it. We are not nerds.
 

—Martin Engman
Universidad Metropolitana
um_mengman@suagm.edu
mathengman@yahoo.com

(Received March 27, 2013)




